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REMARKS 

The IDS dated August 1 , 2001 appears to comply with 37 CFR 1 .98(a)(1) as it lists a 
single patent application in the text of the transmittal. The IDS was submitted as a courtesy 
to draw attention to the fact that the present patent application incorporates by reference the 
listed patent application. Because the incorporated patent application is already part of the 
present patent application by virtue of the incorporation by reference, no further submission is 
believed to be necessary. 

The Office Action fails to establish that claims 1-15 are anticipated under 35 USC 
§ 102(c) by US patent 6,263,350 10 Wollrath el ah O'Wollrath"). The rejection is traversed 
because the Office Action fails to show that every limitation in each claim is identically 
shown by Wollrath. 

Claim 1 includes limitations that relate to managing access to objects by clients in a 
distributed file system, where a mcta-data server manages leases to the objects. Even though 
it is the meta-data server that manages leases, the clients transmit the lease expiration times 
along with storage access requests to the storage server. From the lease expiration time, the 
storage server determines whether a lease is expired and denies access if so. This permits the 
storage server to fluicUyjietem to grant access without incurring the extra 

overhead ofxnun4ging4eases.si is performed by the meta- data serv er. 

In addition, the storage server need not consult the meta-data server because a client transmits 
the lease expiration time along with a storage access request. 

The Office Action fails to show that these limitations are identically taught by 
Wollrath. For example, Wollrath's Abstract indicates that a server, such as a file system ^ 
manager, manages leasing of storage locations. Wollrath's FTG. 8 and accompanying 
discussion (col. 10-11) show that that the Ml component is hosted by the server of which the 
shared resource is a part. There is no apparent separation of the meta-data server and storage 
server functions between multiple servers. Furthermore, Wollrath's client would have no 
need to transmit a lease expiration time along with a storage request because Wollrath's M I 
component manages leases, the Ml component is hosted by the server of the leased resource, 
and Wollrath's server thereby knows the lease expiration lime without having to be informed 
by the client. 

Claims 2-10 depend directly or indirectly from claim 1, and therefore, the Office 
Action fails to establish that claims 2-10 are anticipated for at least the reasons set forth 
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above. In addition, the limitations of claims 2-10 further relate to the above-described 
limitations of claim 1 . Therefore, the Office Action fails to establish that claims 2-10 ; 



Claim 1 1 is a means plus function claim under 35 USC §112 paragraph 6, and the 
claim is thereby limited to the subject matter disclosed in the specification and equivalents. 
The Office Action fails to show that the limitations of claim 1 1 are identically shown because 
the teachings of the specification are ignored, for example, in regards to a meta-data server 
managing leases versus the storage server conditionally denying access. Therefore, the 
rejection of claim 1 1 should be withdrawn. 

Claim 12 includes limitations comparable to the above-explained limitations of claim 
1. Therefore, the Office Action fails to show claim 12 is anticipated, and the rejection should 
be withdrawn. The limitations of claims 13-15 further relate to the above-described 
limitations of claim 1, and therefore, claims 13-15 are not shown to be anticipated. 

The Office Action fails to show that the limitations of claims 1-15 arc identically 
shown by Wolirath, and therefore, fails to establish that the claims arc anticipated. 
Withdrawal of the rejection and reconsideration of the claims are respectfully requested. 



anticipated. 
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